Aim: To investigate relationships between first-line managers' ratings of structural and psychological empowerment, and the subordinates' ratings of structural empowerment, as well as their ratings of the managers' leadership-management performance.
| INTRODUCTION
The work situation in elderly care is characterised by high psychological and physical demands (Josefsson, 2012; Stranz, 2013) . Job strain described in research is characterised by limited opportunities for development, lack of support from managers and insufficient resources in terms of personnel, materials and time (Stranz, 2013) . The situation is compounded by the large number of subordinates directly supervised by each manager (Wallin et al. 2014 ).
First-line managers (FLMs) are the key persons shaping the work context of subordinates. By giving subordinates access to healthy work conditions, i.e. structural empowerment, an enhanced sense of control at work and psychological empowerment can be achieved (Kanter, 1993; Spreitzer, 1995; Wagner et al., 2010) . According to Spreitzer (2006 Spreitzer ( , 2007 , to understand fully the empowerment at work, it is necessary to study both the structural and the psychological empowerment perspective. For managers, a high level of structural empowerment should enable maximised effectiveness in their leadership-management performance, which, in turn, leads to higher levels of structural empowerment for their subordinates (Kanter, 1993) . The primary focus here is to study managers' ratings of empowerment, linked to subordinates' ratings of structural empowerment and their ratings of the managers' leadership-management performance using a multilevel design. Kanter's (1993) theory of structural empowerment is an organisational theory that focuses on contextual factors within organisations that promote healthy working environments for individuals, organisational effectiveness and commitment. In structural empowerment, there are four important social structures that individuals need access to. These are: opportunity to grow and advance within the organisation; information regarding the work and organisation; support from subordinates, colleagues and leaders; and resources in terms of personnel, economy, materials and sufficient time. Accessibility to these empowerment structures increases with the individuals' access to formal and informal power. Formal power accompanies a flexible, visible and central job in the organisation and informal power is established through relationships and alliances with subordinates, peers and leaders. However, access to these four structures and to power is dependent upon the individual's position in the organisational hierarchy. According to Kanter (1993, p. 196) , 'power is likely to bring more power, in ascending cycles, and powerlessness to generate powerlessness, in a descending cycle'. More access is accorded individuals higher up in the hierarchy. For example, senior nurse leaders experienced higher levels of structural empowerment than middle managers and FLMs . Managers with high access to structural empowerment were more likely to give subordinates access to structural empowerment than managers with low access to structural empowerment (Haugh & Laschinger, 1996; Kanter, 1993) . Structural empowerment, in turn, is linked to the individuals' psychological empowerment (Wagner et al., 2010) . A mediating effect of psychological empowerment has been reported between structural empowerment and different aspects of staff well-being and work effectiveness outcomes (Hagerman, Skytt, Wadensten, Högberg, & Engström, 2016; Meng, Jin, & Guo, 2016 ). Spreitzer's (1995) psychological empowerment concept can be seen as the individual's reflections on his/her own work role, i.e. intrapersonal resources. An individual's ability to shape his/her role and work context depends on the combination of the four dimensions in psychological empowerment. These dimensions are: meaning, the values of the workplace's goals in relation to the individual's ideals; competence, the individual's belief in his/her ability to perform job activities with skill and personal mastery; self-determination, a sense of having autonomy and of controlling the process and work behaviours; and impact, the degree to which an individual can influence the work context, i.e. outcomes that are administrative, strategic or operative (Spreitzer, 1995) .
| Theoretical framework

| Leadership and management
The work of a manager consists of two intertwined roles: managerial and leadership (Yukl, 2013) . The managerial role comprises work tasks included in the formal managerial position, whereas the leadership role comprises processes that influence others to understand and to reach consensus on how the work should be performed. Leadership is also meant to inspire and facilitate the individual or the team in working towards shared objectives (Yukl, 2013) . According to previous cross-sectional research, a supportive and trusting relationship between the manager and subordinates is important to subordinates feeling psychologically empowered at work (Spreitzer, 2007) . Positive associations between structural empowerment and leadership of managers have also been reported (Hagerman et al., 2016; Macphee, Skelton-Green, Bouthillette, & Suryaprakash, 2012 ).
| Earlier research
The benefits of structural and psychological empowerment for individuals and organisations have been widely studied in health care settings. Outcomes regarding staff well-being such as job satisfaction (Ahmad & Oranye, 2010; Engström, Skytt, & Nilsson, 2011; Cicolini, Comparcini, & Simonetti, 2014; Hayes, Douglas, & Bonner, 2014) , feelings of respect (Faulkner & Laschinger, 2008) , decreased emotional exhaustion (Cicolini et al., 2014; Hayes et al., 2014) , less stress Li, Chen, & Kuo, 2008) , burnout and intent to stay issues (Meng et al., 2015) have been described. A recent review also found that both structural and psychological empowerment were related to job satisfaction and other outcomes, and described structural empowerment as an antecedent of psychological empowerment (Cicolini et al., 2014) . Hagerman et al. (2016) found mediating effects of psychological empowerment between FLMs' self-rated structural empowerment and self-rated leadership-management performance. Relationships between structural and psychological empowerment and positive organisational effectiveness have been found for, e.g. reflective thinking (Lethbridge, Andrusyszyn, Iwasiw, Laschinger, & Fernando, 2011) , quality of care and organisational commitment (Laschinger, Finegan, & Wilk, 2009a; Ahmad & Oranye, 2010) . Most studies on empowering work environments are from North American hospital settings among nurses and managers. The relationships between structural and psychological empowerment and different outcomes also need to be tested among different professionals working in other health care settings such as nursing homes and home-help services and in different geographical locations. Work environmental and sociocultural differences in empowerment have been indicated (Ahmad & Oranye, 2010; Cicolini et al., 2014) . Further investigations of relationships between contextual factors linked to leadership-management performance, preferably with a longitudinal design, have also been recommended (Wagner et al., 2010) .
The majority of studies investigating relationships between leadership and outcomes for subordinates have focused predominately on the subordinates' perspectives; fewer studies have included the managers' perspectives . Furthermore, there is a need to focus leadership research on group and organisational processes, preferably using a multilevel design (Yukl, 2013) . Therefore, by using a longitudinal approach to study relationships between FLMs' structural and psychological empowerment and subordinates' ratings of structural empowerment together with the ratings of their managers' leadership-management performance, we hope to explore whether managers with high access to structural empowerment are better able to provide subordinates access to structural empowerment.
| Aim
The aim was to investigate relationships between FLMs' ratings of structural and psychological empowerment, and the subordinates' ratings of structural empowerment, as well as their ratings of the managers' leadership-management performance.
| Hypotheses
Based on Kanter's (1993) theory of structural empowerment and Spreitzer's (1995) psychological empowerment, as well as other research findings, we hypothesised (Figure 1 ) that the effect of FLMs' structural and psychological empowerment at one point in time would affect subordinates' self-rated structural empowerment hypothesis 1 (H1) and ratings of their managers' leadership-management performance hypothesis 2 (H2) at a later time. Furthermore, we assumed that with change in the FLMs' structural and psychological empowerment over time, a similar change would also occur in the subordinates' access to structural empowerment, and that subordinates would thereby change the rating of their structural empowerment hypothesis 3 (H3) and their managers' leadership-management performance hypothesis 4 (H4) accordingly in the same direction. 
| Data collection procedure
All participants received written information about the study, a coded questionnaire and a stamped return envelope by mail to their workplaces. The non-responders received two reminders.
| Instruments
The Swedish version 
| Data analysis
To present participant demographics, descriptive statistics were used.
A design with two measurements in time, and measurements at each point in time at the FLM and subordinate level, makes the key assumption of independent observations in regression analyses invalid. We therefore used multilevel modelling by a linear mixed model (Fitzmaurice, Laird, & Ware, 2011) to test the hypotheses. More specifically, for H1-H2, we used random intercept linear models in a sequence of three models. For H3-H4, we used random intercept linear models in combination with repeated measures. The random intercept specification was made to study random variation between workplaces. We were thus able to quantify variation between workplaces 
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no. 2010/192). Participation was strictly voluntary and the participants could discontinue participation at any time without giving a reason. Confidentiality was assured, and informed consent was acquired with the answering and returning of the questionnaire.
| RESULTS
| Bivariate correlations
In Tables 2 and 3 , bivariate correlations among the study variables are presented. Statistically significant relationships were found for FLMs' structural empowerment at T1 and subordinates' ratings of structural empowerment and ratings of their FLMs' leadership-management performance at T2. Furthermore, FLMs' change scores in structural empowerment were related to subordinates' change scores in structural empowerment. Moreover, FLMs' psychological empowerment at T1 was related to subordinates' structural empowerment at T2.
| Prediction effect of FLMs' empowerment on subordinates' self-rated structural empowerment (H1) and their ratings of their managers' leadership-management performance (H2)
For H1, results reveal that FLMs' self-rated structural empowerment at T1 had a statistically significant effect on subordinates' self-rated structural empowerment at T2 (Table 4) . In the first model, the effect of FLMs' structural empowerment at T1 on subordinates' structural empowerment at T2 was tested. This effect was statistically significant (β = 0.105, 95% CI 0.021-0.190, p = .015). In the second model, we added FLMs' psychological empowerment at T1. The effect of FLMs' structural empowerment at T1 remained statistically significant (β = 0.100, 95% CI 0.005-0.196, p = .040) also when controlling for FLMs' psychological empowerment. In the third model, FLMs' structural empowerment at T2 was added, and now the effect of FLMs' structural empowerment at T1 was non-significant.
For H2, results reveal that FLMs' self-rated structural empowerment at T1 had a statistically significant effect on subordinates' ratings of their managers' leadership-management performance at T2 (Table 4) . In the first model, the effect of FLMs' structural empowerment at T1 on subordinates' ratings of their managers' leadership-management performance at T2 was tested. This effect was non-significant (p = .072). In the second model, we added FLMs' psychological empowerment at T1. The effect of FLMs' structural empowerment at T1 was now statistically significant (β = 0.642, 95% CI 0.166-1.118, p = .010) when controlling for FLM's psychological empowerment. In the third model, FLMs' structural empowerment T2 was also added, and the effect remained significant for FLMs' structural T A B L E 3 Bivariate correlations (Spearman's rho) between study variables, change scores T1-T2
T A B L E 4 Prediction effect of FLMs empowerment on subordinates' self-rated structural empowerment (H1) and their ratings of their managers' leadership-management performance (H2) at time 2 (T2)
Independent variables
Outcome H1 Subordinates' structural empowerment T2 
| Changes in FLMs' perceptions of empowerment over time related to changes in subordinates' self-rated structural empowerment (H3) and ratings of their managers' leadership-management performance (H4)
For H3, the rate of change in subordinates' ratings of structural empowerment over time was related to the levels of FLMs' ratings of structural empowerment. This is seen by the significant interaction between FLMs' structural empowerment and time (β = 0.117, 95%
CI 0.046-0.187, p = .001) ( Table 5 ). The change in subordinates' ratings of structural empowerment over time depends on the level of FLMs' rating of structural empowerment by the factor 0.117. Higher values of FLMs' structural empowerment result in greater changes in subordinates' structural empowerment (illustrated in Table 6 ). The between-workplace variation (1.696) measures clustering effects, and the moderate size in relation to the total variation (ICC = 0.142)
indicates that workplaces capture common effects other than the fixed effects specified in the models (Table 5 ).
For H4, the rate of change in the subordinates' ratings of their manager's leadership-management performance over time was related to the levels of FLMs' ratings of structural empowerment. This is seen by the significant interaction between time and FLMs' structural empowerment (β = 0.449, 95% CI 0.154-0.744, p = .003) ( Table 5 ).
The change in subordinates' ratings of their managers' leadershipmanagement performance over time depends on the level of FLMs' rating of structural empowerment by the factor 0.449. Higher values of FLMs' structural empowerment result in greater changes in subordinates' structural empowerment (illustrated in Table 6 ). There was considerable variation and the between-workplace variation was relatively higher (64.924). This indicates a clustering effect (ICC = 0.284),
i.e. workplaces capture other common effects than the fixed effects specified in our model (Table 5 ). There are workplace-specific random T A B L E 5 Changes in FLMs' perceptions of empowerment over time related to changes in subordinates' self-rated structural empowerment (H3) and ratings of their managers' leadership-management performance (H4) 
| DISCUSSION
Although all hypotheses were not fully supported, these explora- (Hochwälder & Bergsten Brucefors, 2005, p. 522) . The results regarding psychological empowerment are difficult to interpret and must be investigated further to understand better the link between managers and their subordinates, as the relationship seems to be complex. In previous research, not multilevel, psychological empowerment has been found to be a mediator between FLMs' structural empowerment and self-rated leadershipmanagement performance (Hagerman et al., 2016) .
The clustering effect was smaller for structural empowerment than for leadership-management performance. In other words, when subordinates rated their perceived access to structural empowerment in the workplace, they were more heterogeneous in their ratings.
One explanation could be that subordinates also differ in their perceptions of psychological empowerment, which was not studied here.
According to Spreitzer (2006, p. 205) , 'Employees who experience empowerment at work seek out and shape their work contexts to further enable their empowerment'. This means that employees who are psychologically empowered are more able to shape their own work contexts and gain more access to structural empowerment (Spreitzer, 2007) . Li, Kuo, Huang, Lo, and Wang (2013) tested this and found that structural empowerment mediated the effects of psychological empowerment on job satisfaction among nurses. However, this association has not been studied in full (Spreitzer, 2007) and needs to be investigated further. When rating managers' leadership-management performance, the clustering effect was larger, i.e. subordinates within workplaces were similar in their ratings. High homogeneity in subordinates' ratings is not surprising, as it is plausible that subordinates' discuss their FLM with each other. With this possible sharing of opinions, it is also plausible that their ratings would become more similar.
To summarise, most of the recent research has studied empowerment at either the individual or the team level. By using a multilevel design, the present study has broadened the empowerment perspective when studying FLMs and subordinates working within the same context.
| STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS
The longitudinal design made it possible to examine the variables over 
| CONCLUSIONS
The present findings strengthen previous cross-sectional research and theoretical suggestions linking FLMs' structural empowerment to their subordinates' structural empowerment and ratings of their manager's leadership-management performance. By creating work environments that give FLMs access to structural empowerment -i.e. access to information, support, resources and opportunities -increased structural empowerment and higher subordinate ratings of managerial leadership-management performance over time can be achieved.
| IMPLICATIONS FOR NURSING MANAGEMENT
The present results have both theoretical and practical implications.
Theoretically, the results are in line with the hypothesised model, which suggests that FLMs with high access to structural empowerment (Kanter, 1993) are more likely to give subordinates access to structural empowerment, and that subordinates are more likely to rate their managers' leadership-management performance higher.
However, the FLMs' self-rated psychological empowerment was not related to these outcomes as hypothesised when combined with structural empowerment. and subordinates' work conditions, it is important that political leaders and all levels of management in the organisational hierarchy actively engage in the process of providing empowering structures.
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